FLEET   CANAL  AND   THAMES   QUAY
In this, as in each case of wharfing out, the King had no cause
to complain. The City took good care not to offend, and, since
by consulting Wren it reinforced the views of its own surveyors
with those of a third and unpaid authority, it had good reason
for its meticulousness.1 A third section, the ban on building
within the prohibited area, was also steadily enforced. Although
in a sense this is the hardest section to prove, on a priori
grounds it was the most likely to be carried through, and the
isolated references which do occur are unanimous in suggesting
that this was so. Much of the land was not particularly valuable
for building purposes and, although only the most drastic
measures could have prevented the intrusion of the 'encum-
brances' cited in Wren's report, the re-erection of permanent
buildings was not likely to be specially difficult to prevent.
Apart from the many claims from persons who had not only
not rebuilt but had actually laid their ground open,2 the one
established infringement, the rebuilding of Fishmongers'
Hall, is an isolated example with every possible mitigating
circumstance. It was licensed by the King. It was in accord-
ance with his express wish that the Companies should dignify
the waterfront by building their halls there, and much of its
construction was carried out in the interval between the lapse
of the prohibition in the first Act and the passage of the second.
In any case it was behind the building line imposed by the
patent, and there are suggestions that this line superseded the
line as laid down by the second Act,8 Apart from this instance,
1 Levelling the wharves, i.e. bringing them all to a common level, seems also to have
been carried out, at least in part (see Repert., 75, f. 369).
2 Mr. Perks has made a convenient summary of the scattered entries of these claims
on pp. 10-12 of The Water-Line of the City of London after the Great Tire. It should be
noted, however, that this summary includes various references to the Fleet Canal,
which was in an entirely different category. Examples of actual certificates made by the
Surveyors showing land cut off for the quay may be found in C.L.P.,  1670 and
1674.
3 This most tempting hypothesis would help to explain why the encroachments
shown on Roque's map of 1746 were so much more extensive in the western half of
the quay. It is supported by a report in May 1682, stating that a proposed building
at Queenhithe would 'range with the buildings on Bull Wharfe and all the other
buildings Eastward which all agree with the building line exprest in the Schedule